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Abstract 
Present research is focusing on highlighting the differences between genders concerning quality of life and well-being status on 
undergraduate students at psychology. Participants are students ages between 19 and 22 (M=20.13; S.D.=1.038). The instruments 
used were: Ryff's Psychological Well-Being Scales (PWB) with 42 items distributed as Autonomy, Control, Personal 
Development, Positive relationships, Meaning of life, Self-acceptance and Quality of Life Scale (Flanagan, 1982). The results 
confirmed the gender differences hypotheses regarding the variables: Control, Personal Growth, Positive relationships, Self-
acceptance and Quality of Life Scale. 
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1. Theoretical framework 
Roos & Havens (1991) and Clarke et al., (2000) analyzed indicators of quality of life like: life satisfaction, 
psychological well-being, moral well-being and happiness. Bowling & Gabriel (2007), Brown, Bowling & Flynn 
(2004) and Carr, Higginson & Robinson (2003) present conceptual de quality of life as one-dimensional approach. 
Bowling (2007) says that quality of life is a concept dependent of individual perceptions and it can be mediated by 
cognitive factors.  
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Cummins et al. (1997) consider that quality of life ha the following possible dimensions/domains: financial well-
being, health, productivity, intimacy, safety, community and emotional well-being.  
Best, Cummins & Lo (2000) say that personal well-being is formed by a cognitive part and an emotional part.  
Ryff (1989) consider that the best subjective social indicators of quality of life are: the feeling of belonging to a 
community, material goods, safety, happiness, life satisfaction as a whole, family bondage, working place 
satisfaction, sexual life, justice distribution, identification with a social class, hobbies.   
Meeberg (1993) considers that the objective indicators of quality of life are essential in making evaluations that 
are not influenced by subjective opinions.   
Vemuri şi Costanza (2006) highlights that quality of life is a judgement based on objective and/or subjective 
indicators about one’s state (physical, cognitive, emotional, social) in different contexts.  
Michalos (2008) argued that a correct evaluation of quality of life subjective and objective indicators must be 
combined, especially at national level. He identified four levels of quality of life: Paradise Dimension (people 
perceive with accuracy their life condition as being as good as there are in reality), Inferno Dimension (people 
perceive correctly their life condition as being as bad as there are in reality), False Paradise Dimension (people 
perceive their bad life conditions as being good), False Inferno Dimension (people perceive their life conditions as 
being worse than they are in reality). 
2. Objective and Hypotheses 
2.1. Objective 
Our objective is to highlight possible gender differences on the level of Well-being and Quality of Life. 
2.2. Hypotheses 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Autonomy. 
x There are statistically significant differences by gender on Control variable. 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Development. 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Positive relationships. 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Meaning of life. 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Self-acceptance. 
x There are statistically significant differences by gender on Quality of Life. 
3. Method 
3.1. Participants 
The Participants were 53 undergraduate psychology students at the University of Bucharest, Faculty of 
Psychology and Educational Sciences, 24 male and 29 female, ages between 19 and 22 years old (M=20.13; 
S.D.=1.038), from rural and urban areas, Romania. 
 
3.2. Instruments 
x Scale of Well-being, Ryff's Psychological Well-Being Scales (PWB) adapted on Romanian 
undergraduate students, with 42 items distributed as Autonomy, Control, Personal Growth, Positive 
relationships, Meaning of life, Self-acceptance. 
x Scale "Quality of Life" / Quality of Life Scale (Flanagan, 1982) with 16 items, adapted on Romanian 
undergraduate students. 
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3.3. Procedure 
The consent certificates were applied and the participants were informed about the study and the procedures.  
3.4. Experimental design 
The independent variable was the gender. The dependent variables: Autonomy, Control, Personal Growth, 
Positive relationships, Meaning of life, Self-acceptance (Wellbeing scale); Quality of Life: total score. 
 
4. Results 
In order to test the hypotheses, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test has been applied. Hence, the variables: 
Autonomy, Control, Personal Growth, Positive relationships, Meaning of life, Self-acceptance (Wellbeing scale); 
Quality of Life: total score split by gender were normal distributed (p>0.05). Despite these findings, because the 
sample sizes were under 30 participants for male and female groups the Wilcoxon nonparametric test has been 
applied. 
Table 1. Ranks by gender for each variable. 
 
Gender N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Autonomy Male 24 23.56 565.50 
Female 29 29.84 865.50 
Total 53   
Control Male 24 37.04 889.00 
Female 29 18.69 542.00 
Total 53   
Personal Growth 
Male 24 22.19 532.50 
Female 29 30.98 898.50 
Total 53   
Positive 
relationship Male 24 21.00 504.00 
Female 29 31.97 927.00 
Total 53   
Meaning of life Male 24 29.81 715.50 
Female 29 24.67 715.50 
Total 53   
Self-acceptace Male 24 21.08 506.00 
Female 29 31.90 925.00 
Total 53   
Quality of Life Male 24 33.40 801.50 
Female 29 21.71 629.50 
Total 53   
In table 1 can be seen the Ranks by gender for each variable. 
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Table 2. Ranks by gender for each variable. 




relationship Meaning of life 
Mann-Whitney U 265.500 107.000 232.500 204.000 280.500 
Wilcoxon W 565.500 542.000 532.500 504.000 715.500 
Z -1.478 -4.331 -2.069 -2.578 -1.212 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .139 .000 .039 .010 .226 
a. Grouping Variable: gen 
 
In table 2 and 3 can be seen the results. 
Table 3. Ranks by gender for each variable. 
 Self-acceptance Quality of Life 
Mann-Whitney U 206.000 194.500 
Wilcoxon W 506.000 629.500 
Z -2.544 -2.746 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .006 
a. Grouping Variable: gen 
 
Applying Wilcoxon nonparametric test for Ranks differences the following hypotheses has been confirmed (Tab. 2 
and Tab. 3; Fig. 1 and Fig. 2): 
x There are statistically significant differences by gender on Control variable (mean ranks male=37.04 
>mean ranks female=18.69; p<0.01). 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Personal growth (mean ranks male=22.19 
<mean ranks female=30.98; p<0.01). 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Positive relationships (mean ranks male=21.00 
<mean ranks female=31.97; p<0.01). 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Self-acceptance (mean ranks male=21.08 <mean 
ranks female=31.90; p<0.01). 
x There are statistically significant differences by gender on Quality of Life (mean ranks male=33.40 
>mean ranks female=21.71; p<0.01). 
The following hypotheses has not confirmed: 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Autonomy. 
x There are significant gender differences on the variable Meaning of life. 
 
In figure 1 a, b can be seen the histograms represented by gender of the variables Control and Quality of Life. 
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Fig. 1. Histogram representing (a) variable Control; (b) variable Quality of Life. 
5. Conclusions  
 
As we can see well-being has been measured using the scale developed by Ryff (1989), with six dimensions: 
Autonomy, Control, Personal Development, Positive relationships, Meaning of life, Self-acceptance. Quality of life 
was measured using the scale Quality of Life (Flanagan 1982). 
Results obtained following nonparametric Wilcoxon test confirmed all hypotheses concerning gender differences 
on variables Control, Personal Development, Positive Relationships, Self-acceptance (Wellbeing scale) and Quality 
of Life. Thus, as we can observe on tables 2 and 3 and figures 1 and 2, mean ranks male is 37.04, higher than mean 
ranks female=18.69; significance threshold p<0.01). It means that male subjects have higher level of control of their 
own actions in comparison to female subjects. 
 Taking into consideration variable Personal Growth, we observe: 
• There are significant gender differences on the variable Personal Growth mean ranks male=22.19 < mean 
ranks female=30.98; p<0.01, which means that female subjects have a higher level of desire of perfecting their life 
style than male subjects. This is the result also on Positive Relationship, females having a higher significant number 
of positive relationships than male subjects. Concerning Self-acceptance variable, female subjects have statistically 
significant higher level in comparison to male subjects (mean ranks male=21.08<mean ranks female=31.90; 
p<0.01). On the other hand, Quality of Life is statistically significant higher on males than on females (mean ranks 
male=33.40>mean ranks female=21.71; p<0.01). 
Although some hypotheses are straightforward confirmed, there is not sufficient data to draw a picture of gender 
differences concerning the studied variables. We suggest that more variation in subjects group should be used and a 
bigger sample, also. 
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